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Introduction 

Some of us took part in the Argyll & Bute area count in the evening and night of the 18-19 th 
September 2014. 1 was the agent for Labour for Independence (Lfl) at that count with six other Lfl 
volunteers and we spent the night at the count in Lochgilphead. This was a valuable experience 
and gave us a good insight into how the electoral system operates in Scotland. 

We in Scotland have a great historical and cultural heritage from our ancestors, and the 'jewel in 
the crown' of that heritage is the democratic principles and institutions passed down to us. We 
therefore have a duty and a firm responsibility to preserve our democratic heritage, nurture it, 
and pass it on to our children and grandchildren in, at least, as healthy a condition as it was when 
we had it passed down to us. 

Our observations during the Referendum campaign and the count raised a number of concerns in 
our minds about the security of our democratic institutions and got us thinking about this in a 
serious way. We made some efforts following the Referendum to investigate the issues we were 
concerned about and to seek help from the established 'guardians' of our electoral system, such 
as the Electoral Management Board (EMB). We soon discovered that if the EMB had any concerns 
they were making an effort to suppress such concerns and were anxious that others, such as 
ourselves, should do the same. 

We were not however dissuaded from looking for answers to the issues which concerned us and 
we kept seeking information. The Electoral Commission Report in late December gave us some 
further information. However all the information we gained since the Referendum did not resolve 
our concerns; on the contrary it confirmed them. We are now convinced that the Postal Ballot (PB) 
at the Scottish Referendum was compromised by a UK Government agency, and consequently that 
the ballot result is not democratically valid. 

Our Initial Concerns 

Our initial concerns arose out of our experience on the night of the Referendum count. As I have 
said there were 7 of us at the Argyll & Bute count. We had all been active in the very long 
campaign in Argyll so we had some considerable experience before the count started. We had also 
been involved in door to door canvassing and had knowledge of the canvass across Argyll & Bute 
so we were interested to see from the actual count, if our canvass assessments had been right. We 
were confident of success before the count and felt sure that a high turnout would be to our 
advantage. 

Our knowledge of the extensive canvassing carried out by the Yes Campaign in Argyll meant that 
we had views on how the various geographic areas would be likely to vote, and our canvassing had 
been mainly, although not entirely, in the more urban areas. 

Our first big surprise of the night, which hit us like a sledgehammer, was the early opening of PB 
boxes. The count was organised on the basis of a number of small counts so that we would be able 
to make progress on the bulk of the counting while still waiting for ballot boxes from remote 



4 


islands to get to the count centre. This meant that the PB boxes, which were in Lochgilphead, were 
opened early with the local boxes from the Lochgilphead area. 

We were astounded to find that the PB boxes were virtually all a high majority of 'No' votes, quite 
distinctly so, probably 70-30% for No. Now we expected a 'Yes' majority but we expected a 
relatively small majority 53-47% or something of that nature. So this early massive 'No' majority 
within the first hour of the count, gave us the impression that our extensive canvass returns were 
'worthless'. 

Later on in the night, when all the postal votes had gone, the pattern which we expected from our 
canvass began to emerge. Polling stations in Dunoon, Campbelltown, Rothsay and Oban all 
showed a 'Yes' majority, Helensburgh showed a 'No' majority; but this also was predicted from our 
canvass. 

We recognised that our canvass was fairly accurate, but we could not understand the postal vote. 
Of course the postal vote was on an Argyll & Bute wide basis while our canvass returns had been 
on a district by district basis. However on our canvass we had talked to many people with postal 
votes as well as those who were voting at the polling station and we had not observed a distinct 
difference in voting intentions. 

Our second big surprise of the night was when we heard the turnout. The PB turnout had been a 
staggering 96.4% which had pushed the overall turnout up to 88.2% 

So we came away from the count with 4 questions on our minds: 

(1) Why had there been such a difference between the postal voters and those who voted at the 
polling stations? 

(2) Why had the Postal vote had such a massive turnout 96.4%? 

(3) If the No campaign had been so motivated in Argyll why had we seen no sign of that during the 
campaign? 

(4) Could the postal vote have been 'tampered with' in some way? 

19 th September 

I have to say point 4 above did not figure very much in our thinking initially. We did not think that 
there was any way that anyone could compromise the PB to any great extent. We thought the 
security systems in operation would be very effective in stopping anyone from being able to abuse 
the PB system, unless they had massive co-operation from Ballot staff and officials, which we 
rejected out of hand. We just could not accept that anyone could get such co-operation. So 
although we thought the PB could have been abused; we could see no way that such a thing was 
possible. 
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No BBC Exit Poll? 

However, by lunch-time on Friday 19 th of September we heard the news of the election coverage 
from the night before, which of course we had not seen as we had been in Lochgilphead. The first 
thing that struck us was that there had been no BBC Exit Poll. I have never known an election in 
the UK before when there was no BBC Exit Poll. Election reports with politicians sitting in the 
studio with nothing to talk about until a result comes in, need an Exit Poll. These usually get the 
discussion going and tend to be quite accurate. 

Inside Knowledge From UK Establishment Figures 

We were therefore surprised that there had been no Exit Poll. This gap however in the programme 
had apparently been filled by Ms Ruth Davidson, the leader of the Tory Party in Scotland, telling 
people that the PB votes, which had yet to be counted, were strongly supporting the 'No' camp 
and giving some explanation as to how she knew that. 

We were of course astonished to hear that, because we knew that it was true, or at least, we knew 
it was true in Argyll & Bute count area, where we had seen these boxes opened. But how did she 
know about this before the boxes were opened for the count? She gave an explanation about Tory 
supporters 'sampling' the ballot papers while the PB returns were being checked for validity. This 
would have been illegal and those doing this would have been committing a criminal offence and 
in addition, it would not have been practical to any significant extent. So we knew that her story 
was nonsense. 

We then discovered that Mr John McTernan, ex-advisor to a UK Prime Minister had also made 
public predictions about the contents of the PB boxes on the 14 th of September, 4 days before the 
boxes were opened for counting and while the ballot was still open. Well this was interesting. 
Again, what McTernan is reported to have said, needs our consideration. He allegedly claimed that 
even if the 'Yes' vote had been ahead when the postal vote opened, that the postal vote was 
moving heavily towards 'No', and went on to say that while the PB was only numerically around 
one fifth of the total ballot it was going to be very high and could form around one quarter of the 
count. 

Now is that not a remarkable 'prediction'? Particularly now that we can see from the actual figures 
that it was correct. McTernan did not say where his remarkable information came from, but 
clearly people who could supply him with that information at that time, were involved in criminal 
activity designed to undermine Scotland's democratic institutions. Does this give us any ideas of 
who gave McTernan his information? Given his experience at No 10 he would undoubtedly have 
had good MI5 contacts. We subsequently discovered that Susan Dalgety, a Labour spin-doctor, 
appointed by Jim Murphy, an associate of John McTernan, had also been making public 
announcements about the contents of the PB, before the boxes were opened. 

When we saw that people in high places in the UK establishment were prepared to treat Scottish 
values and Scottish law with utter contempt and that they appeared to have information which 
addressed some of the issues we were concerned with, we decided to give this matter more 
attention and to look for the objective facts. 
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Information From Electoral Management Board 

We wanted to know, first of all, if the experience we had with the PB in Argyll & Bute was a one 
off, or if it was typical of the whole of Scotland. So we went to the EMB web-site to check on the 
PB turnout figures. To our surprise there was no record of the PB turnout on their web-site. We 
had recorded a figure of 96.4% as the turnout for the PB in Argyll & Bute so we assumed that 
these figures would have been given out at every count and would be recorded in the EMB report 
of the ballot. 

Since we noted that the EMB report of the ballot figures did not contain a figure for the PB turnout 
at each count, but only an overall turnout figure, we felt that there was a need to find out what 
these figures were. We were not even sure that the figure we had recorded for the Argyll & Bute 
count was accurate, we had recorded them from an oral report given at the count after a long and 
tiring night, we could have got it wrong. 

If however we had got it right, it was a remarkable figure, and surely not one to be ignored, or 
forgotten about. A return of 96.4% of the electorate in any ballot is not a common experience, 
indeed we had never before heard of such a high return in any democratic election anywhere in 
the world (other than perhaps North Korea whose figures we thought might be suspect). So if we 
had recorded this correctly, Argyll & Bute had smashed a world record on turnout in the PB at the 
Referendum. 

We discussed this. Some of the others had also recorded the same high figure for PB turnout, so 
we thought we needed to check this out with the official figures and to see if this high PB turnout 
was just in Argyll or if it had happened elsewhere in Scotland. So we wrote formally to Mary 
Pitcaithly, the Convener of EMB and asked for the figures. 

Our first letter to the EMB was ignored, indeed we had to write to them three times, and send a 
copy to the First Minister, before we got a full response. After our third letter seeking this 
information, which we had sent to the First Minister for assistance, I got a 'phone call that evening 
from Mr Chris Highcock, the Deputy Counting Officer informing me that the figures we had 
requested had been sent to us by e-mail. These figures confirmed that our recording of the 
turnout at Argyll & Bute had been accurate, and in addition, that four other counts in Scotland had 
recorded 96% turnout for PB, or above. These remarkable 'world record' turnouts have not been 
celebrated in Scotland; on the contrary they have been hidden away. Why should that be? 

EMB Claim Nothing Unusual About Turnout 

The EMB told us that there was nothing 'unusual' about the high PB turnout. They indeed claimed 
that PBs in Scotland usually had a high turnout. We were interested in that and asked them for 
some evidence of this. They claimed that PB returns in Scotland were usually above 80%. So we 
looked for evidence for this. 

We were unable to find any evidence for this at all, anywhere in Scotland, indeed all our searching 
revealed that high postal voting was relatively new in Scotland and had not been separately 
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We found nothing there to justify the EMB's figure of 'over 80%' usual figure and certainly nothing 
to justify or explain the 96.4% figure. Rabbie Burns told us that “facts are cheils that winna ding" 
that (facts are lads who will never surrender), so if we stand with the facts we stand on secure 
ground. 

The available evidence shows that this claim that there was a spectacular world record 96.4% 
turnout in the PB in Argyll and similar spectacular results in the PB all over Scotland, needs to be 
carefully assessed, before it can be accepted as a fact. The EMB want us to believe, that there are 
historical grounds for accepting this at face value, but are quite unable to show this. This indeed 
appears to have no objective foundation. 

The Electoral Commission Report 

We were hoping that the Electoral Commissioner's report would answer most of our question. It 
did give us a lot more information, but, unfortunately it did not address our main concerns. 

Let's start with the fact that three well known UK political establishment figures, displaying open 
contempt for the law, publicly claimed to have knowledge of the contents of the PB before these 
boxes were opened and made other revealing statements about the PB which subsequently 
turned out to be true. 

The Commissioner fails to address this directly in his report, in four short paragraphs near the end 
of his report (pages 141/2) he addresses an issue, which arose from this matter, but does not 
address the matter itself. His report refers to the claim that people "had 'sampled' votes at Postal 
Vote opening sessions". 

He does not say that this 'claim' came from the Leader of the Scottish Conservative Party but does 
point out that " the Commission is unaware of any such allegation having been made by any person 
who was present at a postal vote opening session" He goes on to set-out that such an act would 
have been illegal and all such participants would have been advised of this. He closes this section 
of his report by the statement "This matter is still under investigation by the police at the time of 
writing and therefore it would not be appropriate for the commission to comment further". 

Well, it must be the first time that the Commissioner has had to close a section of a ballot report in 
the UK with that comment. He can't address further an important matter relating to the ballot 
because the police are still investigating it, weeks after the event. 

His approach however to this, is to address the symptom, not the disease. Ms Davidson, Susan 
Dalgety and John McTernan all claimed publicly to having had prior knowledge of the contents of 
un-opened ballot boxes. If there is any truth in this, then our ballot security system has a problem. 
That is the core issue; but that core issue is not even addressed by the Commissioner in his report. 

Are we to take it that he believes that these three UK establishment figures were just lying to the 
BBC and that they had no such knowledge? He does not say so, indeed he address a most 
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prepared to treat Scotland's democratic institutions with utter contempt and act behind our backs 
in this despicable way. Yes we think that is entirely possible where the stakes are high enough. 

So how was it done? MI5 have access to Government and Local Government computer files (as 
well as many others) Therefore when the process began on the 26 th to the 28 th of August the 
'main' PB papers were sent out. MI5 would have had the computer file records of that. 

After a few days each count area would have arranged PB Opening Sessions, not to count the 
votes, but to check the validity of the papers returned. These would all have been checked and 
recorded (on computer) So after the first 10 days the local count areas (and MI5) would have a list 
of those who had voted so far, and therefore those who hadn't. 

On the 4 th of September a second posting of PB papers were sent out, these were all the late 
additions and would be highly likely to vote so they would be of less interest to MI5, however 
following this posting there would be another three days of PB Opening sessions, and again 
records updated and recorded (on computer). 

With still a week to go before polling day, the computers would contain a record of virtually 
everyone who was going to vote in the PB from the 'main' list. This would be known by MI5 in 
London without the help or involvement of one single official in Scotland. 

Now the McTernan plan can be implemented. Each count area can be examined to see what the 
PB registration is and what the calculated turnout is with 90% of it known. If it is the normal high 
turnout for Argyll (63% last GE) or perhaps slightly higher, MI5 can calculate how many additional 
PB papers it can produce to put through the system. In Argyll with a high PB registration it might 
be possible to go over the national target and go for 30% or above of the count to compensate for 
areas where they can't be so successful because of low registration. 

The rest is easy. Again there is no requirement for any assistance from any ballot official in 
Scotland. MI5 can produce the required number of ballot papers, of the right paper with the right 
Local Authority stamp, with the correct number, name, address and date of birth. They can even 
produce the correct signature from the computer image which will pass through the Local 
Authority checking computer. All they need to do then is to get their own staff to deliver the 
papers to the correct post boxes in the correct areas of Scotland in a sensitive way and bingo, the 
job is done. 

The Prime Minister can be informed that the objective has been achieved and McTernan can be 
tipped off in time for him to appear on the BBC, 4 days before the ballot boxes are opened and tell 
us which way the postal vote is going. Ruth Davidson probably had no idea why the Prime Minister 
was so confident that the postal vote was strongly No, but she knew that he was. When she could 
not contain herself and blurted out her confidence in front of the BBC cameras, she had to 
struggle to explain how she had this information and came up with her ridiculous story which 
accused her own party supporters of criminal acts. 

This is a much more obvious explanation for what happened than any other view, particularly the 
official one. 



Can We Prove This? 


Well that depends what we mean by proof. We think we can show that the official version of 
events is not only unlikely; but is not possible. So we can 'disprove' the official version. We believe 
we can answer many questions arising from the ballot, which many people in Scotland still have; 
questions, which have never properly been addressed by the authorities. We also feel that we can 
show, beyond reasonable doubt, a good explanation for what happened at the Referendum and 
help the police with the issues they want to address. It might not be comfortable, it might not 
even be safe for people like us, but it is entirely possible and demands at least investigation. 

Our objective in this report is to demand that these issues around the PB are investigated, or at 
the very least altered so that the PB can't be abused in this way again. To ignore this is to invite 
corruption in our democratic institutions. 

How to Disprove the Official Report 

The official report claims that 5 count areas in Scotland had a PB with a turnout of 96% or over. 
That is a world record turnout. Strangely however, the EMB has not made these figures widely 
available and certainly do not want to cerebrate this victory over voter apathy in Scotland. 

However, if it can be shown that these figures are not accurate, it is possible to disprove the ballot 
report. If we find for example that 3.7% of those registered for a PB in Argyll &Bute could not, or 
did not vote, then it is clear that the official report can only be correct if 0.1% of the ballot papers 
which went through the security system were fakes. 

This of course holds for each of the count areas, all need to be valid or the ballot result is invalid. 
It's a simple as that. If the official report is factual this is not a problem, as Burns says "the 'facts' 
will hold their ground against any examination"; but if it is not factual then the validity of the 
official account will collapse. 

Argyll & Bute Postal Ballot Register 

So we decided to examine the Argyll & Bute figures and started with the actual number on the PB 
register which we understand was 14,409. If therefore we can show that 527 voters from that 
register could not, or did not use his/her vote, then the official record must be wrong. 

Now we know that the 'main' block of the PB register was a year older than the register used at 
the polling station, because the overall register was renewed on the 1st of September and the 
'main' PB papers were posted out before that, on the 26 th to the 28 th of August. So they came 
from the old register. 

Every register of course is 'out of date' on the day it is published because life goes on, people die, 
move house etcetera; however the older the register, the more out of date it becomes. 

Reasons for Non-Voting - Death 

For a register which is a year old, this means that those who have died and have not been yet 
removed from the register will appear as non voters against a 100% turnout, therefore they will 
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constitute part of our 3.7%. So how many was that in Argyll? We have asked the EMB this question 
but this has been ignored, so let us do our own sums from public records. 

We know from public records that in 2012 there were 1,093 deaths registered in Argyll & Bute, 
and 1,001, in 2013 so it would be reasonable to assess that the yearly figure for 2014 would be 
around 1,000. The question is how many of these were on the PB register when they died. 

We know that over 20% of the electorate were on the PB register in A&B so that would give us 
200. We also know that a greater proportion of the deaths would be among the elderly and 
immobile. This means that it is very likely that the number of those who died, that were on the PB 
register, would be above average, so let us settle for a conservative figure of 250. 

We are aware that in developing the 'rolling register', concept steps are being made to change the 
registration process so that it responds quicker to changes such as death rates and that progress 
has been made in that regard recently. Such changes are never 100% effective even when 
complete, at least at the beginning, but let us assume that the changes made already have 
improved the registrations system by 50% and take this into account. 

That would mean that 125 deaths would still be on the register at the time of the ballot. That 
means 125 people on the register who could not vote. 

Moving Awav 

Another area of interest is of course the number of people who are registered to vote but leave 
the area before the election comes round. In Argyll & Bute the average movement of population, 
coming and going over recent years has been nearly the same, with 3,817 per year leaving while 
3,830 came in. So that over time, this population movement, has made little difference. 

However in the short term, particularly in the year before an election it can make a significant 
difference, because it is not the people who leave who notify the authority that the register has to 
be adjusted, it is the people who arrive. Therefore outwith the yearly up-date of the register the 
changes to the 'rolling' register will be additions rather than subtractions. 

Therefore, if some 3,817 left Argyll & Bute in the year between the register up-date and the 
election, the question we need to ask is how many of these would have been on the PB register? 
We could take the percentage of the electorate who are registered for a PB, but that would not be 
accurate since it would include children and other not voters and also because it would tend to be 
younger voters who are less likely to be on the PB register. If we reduce this annual figure to 
2,500 and assume that only 10% of them were on the PB register that gives us another 250 people 
who could not vote. 

In Prison 

Another reason why people may not be able to vote is if they are in prison at the time of the 
ballot. So anyone who was registered for a PB in Argyll & Bute, but was in prison during late 
August to late September, would not have been able to vote. So how many could that involve? 
According to Howard league Scotland there were 92 persons from A&B in prison in May 2014 so 
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again the PB % of that would be around 18 if we assume that a much smaller proportion of these 
people would be registered for a PB we can reduce this to around 6 

Dementia 
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This is the most significant factor which would have affected people's ability to vote, and again it 
would have been reflected above average on the people registered for the PB. 

In 2014 1,893 people in Argyll & Bute were registered as having dementia, this figure would have 
been added to in 2014 (full figures not available yet but are increasing slightly year on year), so if 
we take this figure we will again be taking a conservative figure. 

Now some of this figure we will have counted amongst the deaths we have registered so in order 
to ensure we do not do that, let's reduce the total by 125 and look at a figure of 1,768. 

Again there would be more than average of the electorate in this category who are on the PB 
register let's say 25%. This gives us a figure of 402, now this figure does not include new additions 
in 2014, so it represents all people established with dementia for over a year and we have 
deducted those who died, so some 80% of these people are not able to vote i.e. 362. 

That means we have s a grand total of 743 people on the PB register who could not vote 

This of course means that even if every single person on the PB register, who could vote, did so; 
then we still have more ballot papers accepted than is possible. We know of course that the 
assumption that everyone who could have voted did, is entirely unrealistic and this is 
demonstrated in our next section where we found in a small sample 20% PB non voters recorded 
on the marked register. So in Argyll & Bute we can say without contradiction that the official 
recording of the PB must mean that many of the ballot papers counted could not have been 
genuine ballot papers but were fakes. How many of these there were, and who put them there we 
do not know, but John McTernan helps us to see how it could have been done. 

An Examination of Argyll & Bute Marked Registers 

In addition to the above, we got involved in an examination of the marked registers in Argyll & 
Bute so we will give you a full report on this. 

Mr Alistair MacKinnon was an independent observer in the Referendum count at Argyll & Bute 
and unbeknown to us he sought, and eventually got, permission to inspect the Marked Registers 
at Argyll & Bute under supervision. 

Alistair heard that we were very interested in the ballot, particularly the PB, so he offered to work 
with us in examining the marked registers. We therefore took advantage of this opportunity and 
with Alistair's assistance we undertook a small study. 

The study was as follows: We knew that the suggestion that everyone who was registered to vote 
had done so was unlikely. So having access to the real data we were determined to do a sample 
test. We wanted to find out what percentage of non voters there had actually been from both the 
polling station vote and from the postal vote. We also wanted to compare these two. 
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clearly, then it strengthens them. So the outcome of such an investigation is beneficial whatever 
the findings are. 

We also believe that the politicians who claimed to have knowledge of the PB before it was 
opened, can't just be ignored. This issue must be addressed. These are people with some standing 
in UK politics and they were making extraordinary claims. 

It may be that we are so used to politicians making 'extraordinary claims' or bare faced lying, that 
we have come to accept this as 'normal'; but this surely is beyond the normal. 

McTernan publicly explained what could become a whole plan for ballot rigging and the figurers 
seem to suggest that such a plan was implemented. Ruth Davidson, who was equally confident, 
but perhaps less informed, accused her own party supporters of being involved in criminal acts. 
The fact that her story is not credible, does not address the question of where her confidence, that 
the postal vote was strongly supportive of the No camp, came from? 

Ms Davidson must tell us the truth. She is a member of the Scottish Parliament. She must tell that 
Parliament what she knows about that issue and everything that she knows about that issue, if 
not, she is holding the Parliament and the Scottish people in contempt. 

Ms Davidson made a public statement on the BBC on the 18 th of September in which she claimed 
to have knowledge of the contents of unopened ballot boxes. This is an important issue which has 
already involved the Scottish Police in work and expenditure. Has she just been wasting police 
time? She must be made to come clean. 

We also believe that Mr John McTernan and Susan Dalgety have some explaining to do to the 
Scottish Parliament. Jim Murphy, the new Leader of Scottish Labour appointed these people to his 
team, so he must consider them significant and credible operators. Perhaps we can ask them to 
explain to the Scottish public how you can give details about the contents of ballot boxes which 
have not yet been opened. 

This is a valuable skill indeed, in Gaelic it is called 'da-shealladh' or 'second-sight' in Scots, but it is 
somewhat old hat and unscientific these days. We tend to take the view that if someone knows 
what the contents of a secret ballot box is before it is opened, then he/she has been involved in, 
or with, criminal conduct, and we demand an explanation from such people. 

We believe that the Scottish Parliament should investigate the extraordinary claim that knowledge 
of the PB was known by members of the UK establishment before these boxes were opened. This 
may be a criminal matter subject to police investigation, but more important than that, it is a 
political matter which deals with the very essence of our political system. 

We think that the issues we address in this report show that the PB at the Referendum can't be 
accepted as valid and therefore that the Referendum result, is not valid or acceptable to any 
reasonable person. However, even if you do not agree with us on that, you must surely agree that 
this report raises issues which need examining in greater detail at Scottish level. 



If we can convince people that these issues need to be properly examined, and that the Scottish 
Parliament should organise such an examination, we will be satisfied because Burns was right, 
"the facts will not surrender" and they will stand in evidence against those who were involved in 
criminal actions against Scottish democracy. 


Andy Anderson 
DSF Education Officer 



• Argyll & Bute Council http://www.arevll-bute.eov.uk/home 

• Electoral Management Board (EMB) and Commission Report 
http://www.electionsscotland.info/ 

• Deaths in Argyll and Bute, Third Quarter 2014 National Records of Scotland, Births, Deaths 
and Other Vital Events - Quarterly Figures, Table Q3, Deaths, by sex, age and administrative 
area, Scotland, third quarter, 2014 http://www.nrscotland.eov.uk/statistics-and- 
data/statistics/statistics-bv-theme/vital-events/eeneral-publications/births-deaths-and-other- 
vital-events-auarterlv-fieures/3rd-auarter-2014 

• Alzheimer Scotland Action on Dementia, Number of People with Dementia in 2014 
http://www.alzscot.org/campaigning/statistics 

• Howard League Scotland, Startling Differences in Regional Imprisonment Rates, published 
May, 2014 http://www.howardleaguescotland.org.uk/news/2014/september/startling- 
differences-regional-imprisonment-rates 

• References to statements made by Ruth Davidson, John McTernan and Susan Dalgety: These 
are all in the public domain and have been broadcast and recorded by the BBC. 

• Data obtained from Argyll & Bute marked register. Copy of the details of this study containing 
personal details will be available to Electoral Authorities on request to Democratic Social 
Federation. 



